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I I This application has been examined. ^JZfResponsive to communication filed on. 



Is set to expire 'flv^. ) month(8). 

use the application to becoide abandoned. 35 U.S.C. 



A shortened statutory period for response to this action 
Failure to respond within the period ior response will cause the application 

Part I THE FOLLOWING ATTACHUENT(S} ARE PART OF THIS ACTION: 

1. ^ Notice of References Cited by Examiner. PTO-692. 
: 3- O Notice of Art Cited by Applicant. PTO-1 449. 
- S. Q Information on How.to Effect Drawing Changes, PTO-1474. 



This action is made final. 

^sjrom the date of this letter.. 
133 



2. n Notice re Patent Drawing. PTO-948. 

4. Q Notice of Informal Patent Application, Form PTO-'152 

6. □ : ::_L 



Part U SUMMARY OF ACTION 

Claims L_ 



. 1, tzi 



are pending in the application. 



Of the above, daims , 



• 2. d Claims, 
'3.Q Claims 
4.1^ Claims 
S.,LJ Claims 
6. 0 Claims. 



1 2^; ^3 



are withdrawn from consideration. 

_^ have been cancelled. 

are allowed. 

are rejected. . , , 



are objected to. ' 



it I 



are subject to restriction or election requirement, 



7.-D This application has been filed with informal drawings under 37 C.F.R. 1 .85 which are acceptable for examination purposes. 
9» O Fornial drawings are required in response to this Office action. 
9:D The 



corrected or substitute drawings have been received on 



Under 37 C.F.R. 1.84 these drawings 



are □ acceptable; □ riot acceptable (see explanation or Notice re Patent Drawing, PTO-948}. 



10..^ The proposed additional or substitute sheet{s) of drawings, filed on ^ Oc*^ "^^7 . has (have) been approved by the 
/ examineri □ disapproved by the examiner (see explanation). / 

The proposed drawing oorrectioat filed , has been □ • approved; □ disapproved (see explanation). 

Q Acknowledgement is-made of the claim for priority under U.S.C. 119.. The certified copy has □ been received □ not been received 
D been filed in parent appUcationj serial' no. ;* filed on ' r ' . r "\ .) « . , :;. \ • *! > ^ |i | • j j 



-Sirrce this ap plication- apppears to be In condiuon for, allowance except for formal matter8„piro8eoutfon..as to the igne.rits Is closed In 
accordance with the practice under Ex pfiute.Quayle: 1935 C.0. 11; 453 O.Q. 2Vl, ^ : - i ' 11 ( 
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Claims 13-22, 24-33 remain withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected species, there being no allowable generic 
or linking claim. Election was made without traverse in Paper No. 7. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities; At pages 3- 
10 of the specification, in the "summary of the invention", it is again requested that the 

» 

summary be rewritten to be reflective of the invention currently elected. Also, note that 
the following reference labels need description to the corresponding figure description in 
which they appear: Figs. 6, 9 (43); Fig. 13 (90); Fig. 15 (107, 108, 109); Fig. 20 (102). 
Appropriate correction is required. 

The drawings are objected to because in Figs. 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9-15, 16D, 17-20, 23, 
25-27, note that the dielectric layers in these sectional views still need to be properly 
cross-hatched to be reflective of dielectric material. A proposed drawing correction or 
corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of 
the application. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 12; 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by 
Richards et al (of record) for reasons of record. 

Applicant's arguments filed 8 December 2003 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicants' have requested rejoinder of dependent claims 1 3-22 & 24-33 with the 
elected independent claims 12, 23. Applicants' are advised that rejoinder is 
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inappropriate at tliis time in view of the fact that the elected claims remain unpatentable 
for reasons set forth below. However, upon a determination of patentability for 
independent claims 12, 23, then the issue of rejoinder of dependent claims will be taken 
up at that time. 

Applicants' have argued that the required cross-hatching of the dielectric material 
should be used "where the material is an important feature of the invention" and hence 
declined to make the requested change. In view of applicants' comments, the examiner 
takes the position that the dielectric material(s) is indeed "an important feature" of the 
invention. Note that each of the indicated drawings depicts a aoss-section view of the 
invention, and as such depicts the various structural aspects of the invention (e.g. 
conductive layer(s), dielectric layer(s), etc). Accordingly, it is aitical to be able to 
distinguish between these different types of materials when viewing these drawings. 
Thus, if each different material was cross-hatched in a like manner, it would not be 
readily apparent that different material are depicted. Therefore, it is important that 
different types of cross-hatchings be used to properly denote the different materials in 
these cross-section views. 

Applicants' have argued that reference label "43" has indeed been described at 
page 12 of the original specification and that reference labels (107, 108, 109) have been 
described at page 25 of the specification. Moreover, applicants' have requested 
clarification of reference label "10" with respect to "fig. 20". In response, the examiner 
notes that with respect to reference label "43", the description at page 25 pertains to 
"Fig. 1" and not "Figs. 6 & 9" as set forth in the objection. Note that with respect to 
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reference labels (107, 108, 109), the examiner is unable to find any reference to these 
reference labels at page 25 of the original disclosure as well as being unable to find any 
reference to these labels in the description of "Fig, 15". Finally, with respect to the 
objection to "fig. 20" the correct reference label not described should be -102- instead 
of "10". 

With respect to the rejection of claims 12, 23 based on the Richards et al 
reference, applicants' have argued that Richards et al does not disclose that the "line 
electrode" is a "single layer" as presented in the amended claims. In particular, 
applicants' point out that the cylindrical edge elements, being electroplated to the lateral 
edges of the microstrip line constitutes a "two layer" arrangement, which is not 
consistent with the amended "single layer" line electrode. The examiner having 
considered applicants' arguments finds them unpersuasive. Note that in each of claims 
12 & 23, these claims recite, a "line electrode" and further recite "edge electrodes". 
Accordingly, a reasonable interpretation of these claim limitations is that the "line 
electrode" & "edge electrodes" are different elements or features. Moreover, note that in 
the last paragraph of each claim, applicants' recite that it is "the line electrode" (by itself 
and not in combination with the edge electrodes) which is defined "by only a single layer 
electrode". Accordingly, as evidence by fig. 14A of Richards et al, the microstrip line 
(corresponding to applicants' recited "line electrode) is clearly of "only" a "single layer 
electrode". Note that if it is applicants' intention to define that both the line electrode and 

* 

the edge electrode are constitutes by a single layer, then such a limitation is not 
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reflected in the claims as presently amended. Accordingly the rejection of record Is 
sustained. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Mansour (Fig. 3) discloses a "line electrode" (12) having "edge electrode" (14) at 
opposite edges of the line electrode. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Benny Lee at 
telephone number 571 272 1764. 



B. Lee 
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